
* "
U* 9 9

1 BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

3 In the Matter of ) I
4 )
5 Susan Aroeneaux )
6 TerreUfbrScnateandJustmSdmiidt,mhii ) MUR56S2 ^
7 O^UdsU CflDfldty AB fNsMUVBr I ^^fe

8 first Bank and Trust ) £ (n
9 Suzanne Haik Terrell ) 3 £

10
11 M.MaitlandDeland )
12
13 GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT #4
14
15 L

16 1. Take no father action art dose the fite
17
18 2. Accept the attached conciliation agreement and ctose the fik as to Tenril lor Senate
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32
33 This matter concerns apparent violatk)M found in a Fedeî  Election Commission

34 ("Commission'O audh of Tenell for Senate, teprirotpal campaign comn^^

35 Tend!, during her 2002 race for the UnHed States Senate fixmi Louisiana. The audit revealed

36

37 accepted an appaient unsecured bank loanpfiriled to accura^

1 ThJiConysnywiiprevkii^MBnaMM*X^^
ofthccitfbfccnKBtproooM. Homwo^ jntonmtion ohtrincdftmiithc ooBipiiiy's ntfomt ttow> ™t ma conyiiiy's
lbUumtiiOBcoLogicttlK^amedkalpnctkeoc|unedMt;
Muntilfad acceriinajly fa this raport.
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ilndmg tenization intonation for contributions), and failed to file 48-

2 hour notices. See Final Audit Report (approved by the Commission on

3 Baaed on the audit findings and other avulableinfbnnatioii, me Coimmasion found

4 reason to believe that me Committee and Justin Schnddt, in his official capac^ as treasurer, art

5 Susan Arccneam, me Committee's foimer assistant treasorer, in her persona] capacity, violated

6 2U.S.C. fS 4411*8), 441a(Q,434(aX6) and 434(b), and 11 C.FJL §§ 102.17(cX8X9(B),

7 104.3(a) and (b), and 104.5(i> Hie Commission also found reason to believe that First Bank and

8 Trait ("First Bank") violated 2 US.C. 1441b(a) by niakmg a $100,0(X) corporate conmlwtkm to

9 theComniitteemthefbanofanunseaiiedbai^a^

10 §441b(a) by accepting the $100,000 coiporate contrflwtion from First Bank. The Commission

11 n^BlherfiNmditaacm to believe mat OnooLom^

12 baaed on mlbmiatk»obtamed owing me audit, vk>l^

13 $3,000 rnexcesave contributions to meOxnmittee. Finally, me Comn

14 enter intopie-pfobablecanMCoodtiatioii with the above respondents.2

15 "~

17 New Orieans and the sutroond^axeu and disrupted me hvM

18 respondents in this matter. Many of them were displaced and weie unreachabte ibr a substantial

19 period of time, and the Committee^ and TerreUU campaign docinnents were lost Given the

20 lack of documentary evidence from n^ Committee and TerreB, we interviewed Aiceoeaux,

2 Tt»Q«miiitonMdciMioo to betters itodi^
ROMO. We wfli dreulup « report to BIB OomnaiMOB nUumiiig iMi if ijx ••» nt ilmrtty.
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1 Torell, and several of the Ctonmrittee'scampu

2 AIQQDMUX'S differing assertions.

3 Although distances remain as discussed in gr^^

4 Commi won accept the attached coaciliatkM agreement with tte

5 action and close the fik as to Aiceneaux,FiiBt Bank, ̂  We further

6 iBonmniBnri that the Commission take no action oAerftinto>dnKiniahM.MaitlandDcl«i>d>a

7 principal of OncoLogici.

8 BL AraMsnm

9 At die initial stage of this matter, it appeared Ait Aneaeiuxli^ieddeftlyfiutod to

10 fblfill her traaamcr duties baaed on tbeibeer volume of reporting enon art other apparent

11 violatkmsthatoccniTcd during the time period die peribnnedflie duties of traaamer. &»MUR

12 5652, Factual and Legal Anatysu to Susan Arceneanx. Tha mfhmurti<M> nv*ii«hU «t ̂ hat tm^

13 indicated that Aiveneattx had received copies of coota^

14 of the discloiure reports at issue. /dLatl. Infbrmatioa obtained in lapome to die Commission's

15 reason to believe findings and during the coocifiatkmixocess has shed additional li^it on

lo ^uflDeocauji a oonuuct aoo toe v^ouiDiittee 8 acuvibes UBH ftsao us to leconoDend toat toe

17 Commission exercise its prosecnrtorialdM

18 the instant vioUtfumt.3

19 AioeneauzasaflrtedthattheituontoheUevefindingiwe^

20 and fiKtualetiofa regarding her conduct See Arceneaux's Reason To Be&eve Response



MUR56S2
Gnenl Ooumelk Report 44

1 (AttachuMiitl). Ai previously mentioned, m

2 conciliation process, we informally interview^

3 Committee's activities. In addition to Terrell and Arceneam, we interviewed the following

4 JnflivMiiijfr who w«a m**fa*ti ™<*l &* egmpajgi during the relevant time! Vita LevatinO, an

5 independem contractor who conducted the Cta^

6 the Committee's designated treasurer; Bitt Kea^^

7 political advitor of Ac Committee; and Btyan Blades, who replaced NewKn as the Committee's

8 d^gnatedtreaBaror after tbe relevant period.

9 ThftM infcBPifiaaiy •tyj *rf**r fpl^umfi^ p«iit a

10 in which the treasurer's duties were so divided thathwasvirtnaUyin^wiblefbr Arcencauxto

11 effectively fulfill those duties. Specifically, the infonnatrooahows to foflowing:

12 Terrell started her campaign for the U.S. Senate very late in the election cycle, about four

13 montto before the election. She hastily assembled her campaign staff from individuals who had

14 woifced with her in a prior State campaign and headquartered her campaign in Baton Rouge,

IS 1 ̂ TTIfiani. TfTTgU hfrftd IiCTathn\ an CTpCTigllMd ̂ in<lr"*ari tn «»̂ l"g* ftî Mtrmaing fer the

16 campaign. L*vathK> operated oft of an office m New Oi^ Terrell designated

17 Newlin, a fiiend and •contmtimt, aa the Committee's treasurer on the Statement of dganiration

18 the filed wnti the Commission registering die Committee. However, since Newtin had no

19 experiencewim federal cannwigns, he was treasurer in name only.4 Shortly after registoing me

20 Committee wimtteComnrissioiuTcnetthir^

4 AvaflabletofanMtioftahoiy«1l»tNcwlittdidi^pecf^ He
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1 Fairfax Virginia, to prepared

2 Within dayi of hiring Arocneaux, the Committee's first disclosure report was due.6 Arccneaux

3 apparentrywas also designated die auistai* treasurer at a logistical c

4 Onnnittee'sduckwiireiqKirti, which had to

5 Washington, D.C. in paper form.

6 Though she was the assistant treasurer and was respoî

7 Omimttee's reports, Arcerieaiix did irt

8 Accocding to uifbrnuiUoii flon the intocviewaj ttc campaign reccivod contEibQtiQiis at boui tine

9 Baton Rwgehesdquarten and stL^vath^

10 Rouge. Omtribotioa checks received at the campaign'̂

11 processed by whoever happened to collect the mail The checks were copied, deposited, and

12 entered into a spreadsheet Copies of the contribution checks received at Lcvatino'a New

13 CMeansofo^ were stmflariy processed Levatino also received copies of checks tiiat were

14 processed by the Baton Rouge headquarters. Initially, Arceneaux was sent spreadsheets with the

15 receipt and disbursement data to piepare the disclosure reports. She later requested copies of

16 contribution checks. Eventually! after repeated requests to the campaign, Levatino sent copies of

17 the processed contribution dicc^

18 transmission or mail) to Areeneanx, along with related spreadsheets, to complete the

19 Cooimittiee's disclosure reports.

WM AcpiBikhutofPoliticilCDiiipHinoB Scnriocî  IBC^ s coMpmy tint paporti to ^pBculigp M

* AicoMHRWMln^oBAii|ust6\200ZHdlisdton1esn0«^
(August 11,2002) fcD on s S—ctoy.
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1 According to the interviewees' statements, Ifae Committee did not have any established

2 written flivfcKm* or pmceAmf for handling oonftrihutimM. Staffm LoOUlina WHO received E

3 coirtribiitkMi was expected to examine ftc coptribotioin to cmure that it wag legal. Levatino

4 stated thM she woddroutiiielyi«tiim any fiviaOyine^ Whiknooneintiie

5 campttgn was specifically asagped to adxfara

6 expressed a belief that Arceneaux was ultimately icspo^

7 cootributioiis. Arceneaaix stated that, based on the copies of checks that were sent to her, she

8 questioned facially illegal oontribntiops,briiyiigthemtotheattentk>o

9 mLoniaiaiia. Stefbithff explained, horaver,lta

10 questioiiable contributions, since sbe did not receive coolziliiitioDsdiiccdy and d^

11 aw/CTs to the <*jg«pMg»»*« htnlr acfifflmt fpr fihftfJrtKKA to reflind contribtrtions.

12 In Act, there wu general coosemasanxxig the interviewees that

13 acceastoflieCmnmitt^sbaiikaccoprtofcfacddioo^

14 access to the Coinmittee*schec]dxK>k to disboneftu^ Informaticii shows tint, as with ttie

15 coiAilnitxns^AiceneauxCandappaienUyLevati^

16 disbursements* InfonnationateNittheCtaimttee^

17 campaign's Bason Rouge office and sent to Arceneaux^tlKOiJgh Levatino.

18 In preparing the Committee's diK^

19 me Cominittee*s receipts and disburseinemsm^

20 Louisiana. IfAicerieaiixhadqueationsabcHUmeinibrmatm

21 can^gn staff m Louisiana Most of the questions were generally subrmtted by electronic mail
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1 (VmsiOtoLevatmo. Notably, itfonnatkm shows thrt

2 disclosure reports to the Txtuiaana campaign staff for rev^

3 Though it is clear from the Ctannussira^

4 wmdefitientm many respects, ft is leas clev

5 filing the reports. Rjtfher, the availabteinfbnnatkm indicates

6 perfonn^treagurgr dories, and, aJgnifkaitfly,ihewM art

7 to efiectivdypedbim those duties. As previously mentioned, tte structure and logistics of the

8 campaign was such fliatAnxneaux was not in cogt̂

9 cbed^oolqshewasentiitlyicliamonthecampai

10 ttc Committee's receipts and disbursements. For example, since she did not directly receive or

11 deposit the contributions, she coiddiMtictumqucstionat^ccctribiitiops. She was similarly

12 unable to icfmid contribution

13 checking account FurtnemMre, no one ftom^ Louisiana csinpaignst^

14 Arrrnffrnm rftgsrting thf Ormmitfrf T« irrdrfff ftr diir^irfffniffnlff, r? nhr hud n? im? im the

15 campaign staff that she cotddinstnict to sccomplish those tasks. Consequently, Arceneain was

16 unable to effectively fulfill die duties imposed on treasures by the Federal Election Campaign

17 Actofl971fBaamewWOheAcHMid1te &e2U.S.C.

18 §5434(aXl)and434(b);llCJJL§104J{a)siid(b). Aiw»caux was similarly unable to

19 efitt^velyexfinnae best ef&rts regard^ &e2U5.C }433p); 11C.FJL

20 §{1033(b) and 104.7.

21 msiiDi,haj)peanthatmettNmiito

22 severe disarray. The disarray was exacerbated by the sheer volume of contribntkMis that the
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1
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

IS

16

17

18

19

Pip 8

Ctoiniutlmnceived,especiafy It does not appear that A was

responsible fat the resulting deficiencies in the Committee's reports. Therefore, based on the

mlbnnatioaprevioTttly discussed

discretion in das instance sod not hold Afcenesuxpenonally liable ibr the defioienciei in

Committee** disclosure reports. Rsracr^weiceoimiiendtliatteCcmum'm

respect to Aroeneaux snd address the deficiencies inthe Committee'a disclosoge reports through

As previously mentioned, the Comm thori^pi^jfDbafale '

with ftp Committee and Justin SchmidL fa Ms official capacity as treasurer.

' Inher rifua-ikrified

•pGDs1llfls> ^Vssv flflsTIBDUOfl ulw ^JODflDHIIBv I

tprovided. SMAttMftmentl

on December 22.2003, wefl after tie ecthrttjr in tit i
•t die tfane of the Comnneuoo's neeon to believe fiedinat.
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o

10

1
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

IS

16

Acoofdingly,werecoimiMndtiiattheC

agreement and clow the file with regard to the Committee and its current treasurer.

IX First Buk art Terrell

The Commiinon't teason to bcEeve fitttingiegardii^ Pint Bank and Terrell WM based

on tnfbrmatioo showing that in August of 2002, Pint Bank made an unsecuied $101,000 loan to
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Piajell

1 Terrell11 Ttrrril, In Him, $100,000 flf Ihft Based on

2 mfbnnation obtained during tte

3 satisfy the Massunix* of renaymenTreq

4 regulations. See2V.S.C. }431(8)(BXvii); 11CFJL {100.7<bXll). The Commission

5 aaAorizad us to enter into ptc^jKobable

6

7 ^B

8 m response to me Oimmission*s reason to behevefmding, First Bank asserted that the

9 loan was infiKtmadeona basis that assuiediepaymeat and piovided document^

10 the k)an was repaid on December 16»2002.12 fte First Bank's Reason To Believe Response

11 (Attachments). **"** ̂ mlF *1"1 unfcMtagfly p«wiHad mr̂ mrtH Annmntntm (inrlnHing M ftffMî t

12 from to Senior Vice Piestdem and Cm'efCon^>ui^

13 Tenrfindividiiany,anEpjiiifa

14 financial statement from Tendl and her husband) to d^mcnstrate that FM Bank based its kun

15 appfoval on its assessment of Terrell and her hittband*scredttwcithiness and assets at mat

16 time.13 Tlie loan docmnents First Bank provided shc^ that TeneU and her husband had a

17 combined aminaImGomeof|jj|̂ |̂ |̂

18 «n^ffia| •alary frr Jier ImiHyfmnP^ a phyrieiayi) and a cnmhined

mh^niid assets and a total of over19 me documents, me TerreUs also hî

11 TtpSlOl.OOOanwiirhinMfidalperecnt loan fee of $1,000.

Fv nv pv^ THRU nbontBd n, wy Borf i
See TenettV Reaioa To Believe Ke«ponte (Amchment 4).

i the TemOt* income tax i
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equity in their residence and rental property . Pint Bank also asserted flu* ft concluded that the

TemUs* financet wore "more th^ The documents

•how (hat Fim Bank deenttdTefreU^

and household income as sources of repayment for the loan,14

Although Pint Bank made DID loan baaed on Terrell and her husband's combined

it alao ataerted tint Terrell would have qualified for the lota baaed on her tote

First Bank pointed out that Terrell owned an undivided one-rialfhteroit in the course1! joint

i community property because Louisiana if a community property!

First Bank also provided additional internal bank d^cunientsdemoDstfatingtna^

was made m accordance with the bank's itaridafd business practices. In particular, First Bank

provided documents showing that it conducted a risk ssirsmicnt of the loan, The documents

w that uwk>an was assigned a risk ntmg of "5^ on a 1-10 scale. Pint Bank asserted that the

"5" risk rating was assigned to 44H of the bank's entire k>anpoitfoho for tiheielevant time

period. First Bank also provided evidence mat it conducted a rootine credit analysis of TerreU's
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PftgeU

1 credit history. An ftniiiaxccedit report the bank prw

2 H Beacon score9* based on a 350-800 range.15

3 FirstBaakfuftherpiovkledm^

4 toanwassiinilartotfaoseofomerbonowers. Tlie bank provid^ redacted mfonnatkm on fow

5 loans made during the same tame period ror similarly positioned loans. Two of the loans bore a

6 tower interest rate (6.75% and 5.5%), one had me sanK (7.5%) iite and the remaining one bore a

7 fcgfrer rate (8.7%).

8 The Act permits banks to "v^ff V^f"? to ^rfPif^ft^f JPM! committees provided iHtt tiie

9 foam araniadem the ofdmarycoiro 2 U.S.C. § 431(8)(BXvii); 11CJJL

10 }100.7(bXH)- Aspertmentmthis matter, a k)sii is made m the onmiarycoui^ of business

11 when, amoiig other things, ft is niade on a ba&

12 ( 431(8XBXviiXII); 11C J.R. § 100.7(bXl 1).

13 ifthereissaffideatcollatefai,thebankhasaperfe^^

14 fair market value of the collateral uequd to or greater mm

15 11CFJEL 9 100.7(bXHXD(AXl). Atensiivdy, banks can sssnre repayment by obtamingi

16 written agreement in which the candiojto pledges flOui^ î eceipte to OM bank. 11C.FJL

17 § 100.7(bXl IXOOX However, when neither of these conditions exists, Ac Commission can

î >y^^
Pit^J fcy UtuUf* Ja A^Fmfa^ ffc^ Hl^ia^wwl *f tfa^ly <Uli» I^MJUIMI^ ft HpflBMBtt a tBI0fBflC Of •

OBPlGf 1 flWUll CMaB BBC M1 IpCCInC tnPft. Pl^BiMCIIrtBdSj^llilHIIlilHPBipBtlllMMbic D<§CCtt SOQBP WM 650.

imtitntiottfiyifaecttegocy of the loo involved, ^^
11CFJL 9100.7(bXll). TBneO(i 1

I Act
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1 o^tennineonacsae-by-caiebaibw

2 based on flic totality of Ac drcumstance*. UCJ.R. § 100 J(bXHXi);*«AihrMory Opinion

3 1994-26 (Cnmtintfiam); Expltnatioo and Justification, Loans from Lending Institutions to

4 Candidates and Political Committees, 56 Fed. Reg. 67118 (1991).

5 fa considering die totality of the aicumstances, the Conunianoa examines evidence of a

6 prp-mriiting rrintinnthip between the lending mirtftwfr'qn and fat candidate, ami ̂ father the termg

7 of the agreement appear to be unduly fiworaUe to the candidate, amoagodierftctotB. See

8 Advboiy Opinion 1994-26 (ComnDgbam). The Onmmsnonhn topically found no violadon

9 «IJMM imiUr tha fatality nf rti* ̂

10 that the bank intended aMurance of repaymert in making the loan to flie candidate.

11 For example, mMUR 54% (Huffinan^Congreis), a smiil̂

12 probable cauae conciliation, Lawrence DavklHii£bian, a candidate for the U.S. Hooae of

13 Renreientanvca, obtained a $100,000 loan nim a tank and placed IfaepiDcgcda of me initial

14 $100,000 loan into a certificate of depoah, which served as collatenl for the loan. When the loan

15 was renewed, the candidate oecd then

16 ptnpoies, thus leaving no collateral for the renewal loan, m me Hnffinan matter, the bank

17 piovidedtheGomnuMionwhliinfbn^

18 of Hufnnan's financial backgrouid and kiokedfi^

19 unsecured renewal loan. Specifically, the bank reviewed Huffinan** U .̂ House of

20 RjjjuiifiilitiwFmaiicialDiaclo^

21 candidatc'a credit score and credit history, die candidate's mortgage information, and the

22 candidate's account balance on Ma retirement account The mformation showed mat, at the time
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1 Hufflnan had an amiud saloy of |

2 850. ftmher, Huffman's borne had a tax value of $200,400 with an outstanding mortgage

3 balance of $23,123. Hiifiman had also agreed to use route from to

4 the loan.

5 The bank in the Huffinan matter had corchidodlliatbaMdonhisfiiiaiidaliiifonDatioii,

6 Huffinan had sufficient assets to cover to ^^

7 payment history with the bank. The bank satisfied Hie Commiaaioii*! totality of the

8 cirraimatanrca standard, aipcc the bank made the $100,000 loan to Huffinancm a basis tiiat

9 airored repayment foUowing a financial aaicaan^

10 histoty, and punuam to the bank's standard business pra^ TheCommissHHitooknofiirtfaer

11 action regarding the loan in that matter.

12 As the torn to Tcnrfl was unaecaired, we evaluate hba

13 ftfthff fljrniinirtaiiftftff'* ff t̂ttfff*. In oonchiding flu** **** V**" f̂*** thtit ̂ nflfrf, wf nrnfffdff ttuK

14 FimBaiik made annular financial a

15 to the bank's stamlaid business prac«kxa,M the bank ̂  We believe that the

16 financial infomtatkxn tfw bank in the Huffinan nutttr tolled on in granting (he lenewal Ion it

17 companbfetothefinaiitialinfoniirt^

18 TencO. m particular, Huffinan had a credit score of^| (out of a maximum of 850) while

19 Tarenhada<2edhscoreof^|(outofama}dmiiniof800). Huffinan had an aonualsalaiy of

20 $87^25, while Tenell's annual salary was^^J. Finally, ^likHufiKnan had home equity in

21 flieanx)unt of $177,000, teTeneUs had mora than $400»000 in home eq^ Terrell

22 independently had home equity of $215,000. Thus, happeandiat First Bank's efforts to assure
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1 lepaymertoftheTen^loanisreaaoiiablewhcncoin^

2 the iffm in Ac Hnflbm nutter.17

3 AsfteiiifbimationpiQvidedtyFin*

4 cortomary lending procedure

5 ri^ indite ton waa in fat repaid monfo

6 made on a buif that tanned repayment^ Therefore, we

7 recommend that the O)mn^

8 the file tf to them.

9 E. OBCoLofkfudM.MaltlaMlDelttd

10 The Committion'B reason to believe finding that OncoLogics made $3,000 in exceuive

11 ooimibutkmfl to the Committee waabaiedra

12 OiicoU>gicsa«apartiieiBhipAatmade$5,()(»

13 ID responw to die Commiasion's finding, M MaitlandDdaiui,MJ>.f a principal of

"

natter,

CBBdfeiviofddiiBH md (htt the lota WM inade an teinneleiini aid oondiliaiiittlo«i patted to
MUR33*1 (BiAopXFGCR«tt-fc4;j«*toMlJ^

flirt agbjfl^fePoiRadilifatoripiOcedagetMdguMel^
FuCR M 9 (fliMiim OK Ion wu flndc oo A oMii out MMRQ npaynooi WMR flw Mnk coHMBod the cudidUB •
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1 OncoLogjcs,1* submitted a nonuizriaffidavft and bank statenientssh^

2 Dotmakeanycxxitrilmtioiisto^amimittee. Ritoer, the cemtribotionswete in fi^ personal

3 cfltrtriHrtifltif Fh* Pfflfmtf mtufrr fr* N*ireif "^ «*imr ̂ icagMfB In particular, Df_

4 that she contributed $2,000 to the Comnu^ on November 7, 2002 using a period

5 an accoiuitm her name, and tfaM on November 11,20(̂

6 the same account Copies of the checks that she provided diaplayed "M. MatUand Deland -

7 PenonaTin the header on the checks aod showed tiiates^ check WM made out to "Siizanne

8 Tcnell Campaifi^i Fund.

9 Dr. Inland explained mit she intended the cointfl^

10 her colleagues. The $2,000 was to be attributed equally to her and her colleague, Si Brown. In

11 iict,acopyofthecheckstiftmatfr.Delari

12 "From: M.MaitlsalI>laodMDandSiBrowa"19 Similarly, the $3,000 contribution was to be

13 attributed eqiiaUy to her and two otiiercaUea

14 The check stub for that check showed the folkwmg typed notation: "From: M.Mah1and

15 DelaiidMD,A«hwHarwoodMD&StcphmWmMD.^ Dr. Deland claims that the has a

16 very mmted history wim federal contaT>unoM

M. Mrfdnd Ddnid, II J). appMaoaOncaLogici'
oompuy't PMMNDL

•V ^^^ % l̂i ^^^m ^^m^^^^^^^^^m ^^ t^^^ ^^i^MUrfk*! ^hH^fe^^S^^h A^H ^^— l.̂ .̂ S-̂ ,̂ 1.̂  ^kaTtfk^ ^k^^^^^k^^AM A^ ____ tfSV^^^waW dsMOuamy • mOf nDUBaU pnCQDD lUBT JfllliVi|rMii OI 1D0 GOuipBDy ID VO IsOT

amoasj Ac prinĉ ali at a liter date.

, the Comittee'* 2002 Pro-1^^
Dts.HarwoodndWihaioaiidlhBtiineof11itco>lilbutkinft. Hie memo Hem te bofh oanBribanaai ibtod
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1 contributions and notify her of my impropriety.11 Since they did not, she believed the

2 coatrflratfons were in compliance with fb^^

3 TheralhtB, haMd mt flic infeffmarinm diMMMd ahiroe, we tgcctninend Hint tlw fV>ntmi«ttvwi

4 no farther action and dote the file wilh respect to OncoLogics.

5 The Gxnmissicm previously found r^^

6 } 441 «(*X1XA), but took no fortber action aol closed tbem See Commission's

7 CeftMicttiff'* Ast^Q AjF81 <N ̂ 005, *n>g (^"""fffKff1 ft1^ ft^ffnnirtirf Pr. P?lflmi •flihitt ftitnre

S violations of 2 ILS.C. § 441a(mXlXA).13 The new mfonnatkn, however, radioto tint

9 Dr. DeUndmayhavemadecontribiitkmsin^nameofa^^ Nevertheleti, as ducusied

10 below, this Office doei not recommend that teCommiukmpuiiue additional enforcement

11 aetxni regRrdnig her in tfns nstnoe.

12 The infonmtkNi chows tint Dr. Deland mtendedtoattrn)utetoherconeagiiespoftkmsof

13 her $2,000 and $3,C)OOcontribatiom and ia«ei the iiroe of whether^

14 violated 2 UAC. § 441f. The Commution's regulations at 11 CF.R. § 110.4(bX2) describe

15 examples of contributions in tiie names of others to hxhide ma

16 altribiin^asttesoinoeofteiniineytoanoflierpe^

17 source. As Dr. Deland icJmowledgBS that she was die aovn^ of the fl̂ ^

18 contributions in the names of her colleagues, there appears to be reason to believe that

21
Tin ruiiiiniiBi iiiiilr ilmflir artim njinliiii iMiiilj sB nf flin nupnmlf ati uTm mull i K ( nil ( rnrtrihiitinni tn

(he CooMBOtee bad net debts eaMaodiBg Horn fae primvyaadgeaenlelectioDsatfhetiiDeaKy

0 Dr. DdMdwn notified onto Oom^^
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1 Dr. Debnd violated 2 U.SX?.{441f by n^

2 However, we do no* bctievo that h would be wcrth^

3 action with respect to Dr. Deland in this *tta*aai<*-^ At previously mentioned, the Commission hit

4 notified Dr. Deland that it has dosed the file as to her regirfingthU matter, atocit to Wy for

5 makmg excessive contributions. Bom the section 441a(*XlXA) violation tad the proposed 441 f

6 violation stem from the iameS5,OOOmcoctxibatiofifDr. fa

7 adm'tioii, me contributions m me iianm of ^

8 scheme to disguise or cooceal the traesoora

9 knowing and williiil. In nwt, Dr. Deland's intentions were shown on me check stnbs (hat were

10 providfld to the ^^nmJttff , m nMftkiii, in her

11 her <x>ntributions and proposed attributions were proper a^ i
i

12 would return the contributions if they were not Fmally, and significantly, Dr. Deland has •

13 voluntarily disclosed her actions. Therefore, considering all of the above ftcton, we recommend

14 that the Owmiiaion take no acti<m

15 m.
16 1. TafcenoMTmeracticoandctosemem^astoScsanAiceneaux.
17

^^_ ^ .̂̂ ^—^ ̂ L^^K d^ t̂e^Dy M^ByKw •!••••» QavB

or a lepmfct uriUBii iliiniriil icajiymyim Ac contribution. 11CFJL| 110.1(k). TtecscekeofiksDr.Desnid
jiimiihxl lo Mi Office do wt ilimr rtm tirr i nlli«|m>i lignfiil thn fmiliimtiim rhnrlra, iinl Dr Prliml dnr• nm
lAsflMVliaroolkagiieipnwidedtte TheCsnaia^ilaB'sieiBlBtiDBsalnsiBiBftB^

evideaee to ise eoBB»y, any cootribu^
BDfsiDniiOB^ D^T il0 Hit D6ROU fHHii^L^t ^DB IDBvnOBBaiK flHROaT v9 OCOWBaTV 19 iD0 dDOIOlM0 OsT

104.«(cX Si«ceitdocinot«jp<irlaitltMcheddng«Mi^

B^IV
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2. Accept the attached conciliation agreement and close the file as to Terrell far Senate and
Justin Schmidt, in Ms official capacity at treasurer.

3. Take IM further actkrandclofte the fite

4. Take no further action and close the file as to Suzanne Haik Terrell.

5. Take no further action and close the file as to OncoLogics, Inc.

6. Take no actkm other thn to adironishM.^

7. Approve the appropriate letter*.

Thomasenia P. Duncan
Acting General Counsel

BY:
Date Rhonda J.Vosifingh

Associate General Counsel
for Enforcement

CyntJbia£.Tompkins
Assistant General Counsel

KamauPhilbeit
Attorney

Other Staff Assigned: Wanda Brown
Attorney


